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I

OVERVIEW

I

Vocational Education as a distinct!pripkam of study in'Vermont is

nowthrteen years old; the first State Plan was 'developed- in 1964. During
.

that period, the goal of this prograi has remained unchanged:

to assist itithe development of,local programs that will
, enable each Veriontrto have, at the end of hisLherfOrmal

education, 'a knowledge of the'world of work',and cquisi-
4..-

tion of a salable skill. -, &

/- -

The.basic philosophy, eStablished thtOugh poliCy.guidelines by the St4ta Board?

of Education, has also remained constant.- Of primary importance is that pro-'

grams be designed)to serve "all.youths fnd adults who can benefitfrom (these)`
programs." Becayse of the higher costs associated with this type of educa-'

tion relative to more traditional secondaiy study, and because of the likeli-
,

cc
'Mood that benefits will accrue more to the State as a whole than to a gen

t

iVividual.district, the State has accepted tkeresponsibility for, providing
*

additional monies. for support.
! :

.3.

, '

Initially, those funds were of two twes: (i) the state provided ,'= N
. ....

. , a p.2

about 85% of the initial capital costs for building area vocational centerel.r.
. ; e',

., J
the original policy guidelines of the State Board calledsfor,buil4ing a Astern

.14-

of area centers,,each of which was to be attached a comprehensive high chool,
A 14 .

, 4 A.1,14,
,

.
AIP

but was to serve an entire area; and (ii) general-aid to hdlp qeIrafhe'

, higher costs of this type of education - -these additional costs havev,been-gs-7

.

,. .

timated to average about 25 percent of tote]- operating costs. :'4017lysteM of
.

. of
s

general aid was modified subsequently to reflect61968.changes4WO& edera
-! t--, ti;i"
:N i

law for financing-vocatiotal education and to be,in part
/
'Corisfstent

.

with
,, vt11..,

,

4
4

,

:
;7, ....
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1.

the State's new systeri for providing/general elementary an secondary education

aidethe so-called,"Miller Formula." Basically, these modifi aeions introducbd

.
.

he_princip14 of "targeting"non-local revenues toward' the atta ment _

specific objectives: -, ,

. .
, .

Recently: concerns have been raised withthe present system of pro-
.

vid1.ng aid for vocation education. -In particular, the data used to allocate

"formula" monies hasthee questioned. These concerns were reinforced by new

changes in the federal la T"ThesEdqcation Amendments of 1976"), which required

ermont to modify its formula for dispensing federal monies as a condition of

receiving those monies. This. stuay is inte d d to be responsive to those con-

cerns, it reports on 'research and anaPy s done under contract with the

Deparement,orEducatiOn subsequent to the recommendation and approval ofit.i.uae

'Slate Board of Education at its meeting in February, 1977.

s'

The report cOntains five chapters (exclusive Of'this initial summery '

chapter). The first ofthese Chapter II) presents the framework for
_

the analysis. The remaining forir chapters each cover a specific topreof
I

concern to the State Department (and the State Board). 'Chapter III discusss
s

data quality lnd data alternatives. .Chapter:IV analyzes theimfact of P. L.

94-42 ("The Education Amendmes-of l976")' on the present sjistem of financing
. ..w ,

1 ,

vocational education.in Vermont. ChapterN analyzes a variety pf formula al-

. . ' : . - . .

ternatives and recmmends a new forinuleilich is consistent with the new

. ,

fedetil regulations. Finally, Chapter II discusses'alternative ethods of

counting expenditures and of allocating state monies for vocational edrication. ."
. ..'

, _, . ;
,.:. .

In addition there are three appendikes dealing with, respectiveV1 (i) rele-
.

an laws and regulations; (ii) 4he budgIC for vocational eduChtion; and (i4),i

.

_ .

,
, .

he data sources and methods uged for doing.sim lation's Of aid.alte6atives.,

/` i .. - . I

: -4'4%-...t .... ..
/ ., , '

4
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;1.

. The balance of this chapter highlights each of those chapters and'

reports the anding and recommendations in each. The baSic document f
, s J I

-

iden4ifying c9akent objectives, procedures and programs- of vocational ed cation

I
'

. --

. is "The Vermont Plan for Vocations
,:*-

l, Education: 1978-1982," prepared byo .

. _
, .

,-, '.
Vermont State Department of EduCation's Division of Vocational-Technical

r

.3

Education and submitted to the U. S. Commissioner.of Education (hereafter i

"document will be referred to as the State's "..5-Year Plan") .

I. 'Framework
...

_J( : ,

.-
\

As noted' earlier, Vermont's prog'?arl.in vocational education was ea-
. I\

tablished by the Legislature in 1964. To accomplish the ends of that legisl
,

- .

- the State has estab lished fifteen "area vocational centers" (a sixteen h..

$ is cuiTetitiy lin-the lanning $tages'4 about 80 percent of all hinds spent ', ,

1 ..
.

\

' directly on vocational education in Vermont are expended through these center .
...

N
,.

'Most of the remainder is used to fund smaller programs at other secondary.. P .

.
. school's andNfor programs (,inciluding teacher training) at postsecondary institu-

tions. 3-4 percent 'of the total is used directly by'the State Department of

. ,
.

. ,

Eaucatian tO operateIts- Division afyocational-Technlcal Educatidn. (More

- ......,
..

.
.

,

. .
detailed budget information is provided,oinAppendix B of iepott.)

-...,

\. V . ThesState Department relates to local agedcies in a two-fold way:
0

ql).

lirit, .bY reviewing and approving annual program plans submitted tothe Depart-
. re ,

A

mentbY each of the local agencies seeking assistance; and second, the various
-

, .

means of providing assistance to these agencies. Currently moilieS .

. are allotted to. local agencies, four channel's': -(1.),-hasiC support deter-
', ---------z..-,---,// .-4,

.-
1

...

.

mined through a forpula;(ii)4iiect payments_for particular staff;
)

(

1.

ii)
,.

' -

,

.

. .. .

?"- . 4,4t,

, .



J

categorical grants for specific,grograms*nd (iv) tuition for certain studenti,
.s

- taverall, it continues to be the polielf of the'Vermont legislature that the non'...!,
.

.,

.',.. local share of funds for vocational education should be about 25 percent of .

total. Since'tuition payments are actually made to sending districts,. the
J

.
e

.

actual) non-local share is closer to 30 percent. These funds may be character

ized as being disty.bdted in any of foliT-ways: (i) to Vftious institutions;

(ii) to specifid vocational programs'; (iii) to certqin.subsets of the popula-:

tion; and (iv) to particular areas of the State. Finally, there are essen-

tially three types of decisions the Department may make with regard to alloca0,

Monies: (1) to what extent will allocations he pre-determined through the

"plan-approval" process; (2,) what mechanisms are mo st appropriSe for distri-

.
,

buting aid; and (3Y what weights should be asgigned to the -various possible,

P
. . ° Of,_ \

elements of a given mechanigm.

;.

`\,

Findings:

1. Because of thp few number of institutions and the uniq*b-ps'
t

'Itqf many programs, the State has made little-047- of its powers

under the plan approval process. ." A

2. While the State'5-ea r Plan and' the federal law both focus on

specific programs and populations to-be aided, the-principle

concern with the implemen.s ion of the formula has,beemthe-

01.

distribution across it(;fitutions.

IL :Impact. of P. L., 94-482/

Title II of "Education Amendments of.).9761: (commonly. referred

/
as P. L. 94482) 'impacts upon Al aspects of Vocational education in vermo4



/ .

/

The precise effects of this impact, however, are difficult to assess because

the regUlations implementing and interpreting this act haVe yet to%be
. .

The following are based upon interpretations of August, 1977..2

Findings;

The, law clearly recognizes two distinct_pr2;:esses involved in
.._,

. '... . .

determining, he di.ftribution*of non-local funds: '(i),srogram
. ,

.
.

.
. ' .

approval; and (ii) aid allocation meehaAisM.' -The intent,of the
.

law appears to be that the first of these usedused in a much,..more
. .

. t .._
,

active way than is the current practice i$- Vermont. In particu.:

5

approval vf specific programs related .to manpower needs
.;

should be part of this process.

2. The law requires that priority be given to economica]B.y depressed

areas which propose new programs designed to meet new and emerging

1'. i
4 job opportunities. At present, the regulations require Chat:this.

factor be included as part ofthe aid allocation mechanism,rather

than the program approval process.
. .

NJ-
f

. f, Two sections of the act place very explicit constraints..on the

.

distribution of federal (and, to some extent, matching state)

monies'

(i) 'Subparagraph 106 (a)(5)(B)-estahlishes the basic criteria;,

Clause (i) of-that subparagraph provides detaIl to these
Ns

criteria with respect to distribution%aCroas,areasr

"the State will8use as the two most J. Ortant

factors Ili determining this distribu on

relative financial ability of (local ,agenqies .

. . and. the relative number or con entrat;&n-r.-!--

of low-incomefamilies or.individual within
such'agencies'. . EmphArsis add ; ,note thai%
"unit important" is currently inter reted.to

A

4

,

r ,

,
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:

"no other factor may have a weight equal to or
greater than either of these two factos.")

. -Section 110 establishes' specific constraints with respect to
. N.

the distribution of monies across populations those

served" under subparts 2 and 3)':

"at least 10 per cenium . . .'for handicapped

persons; . . . at lease 20 per'esntUm . . .

for disadvantaged persons; . . at least 15
per centum for [poit econdary]." (At the

present time-there is some disagreement regard--
ing whether the funds required to be set'aside
for handicapped and disabled studentg can only,
be applied'to 'excesi._costs 'or whether they can

-. be usW.to cover theerdinary costs oftteaChing
these studentg as well.)

(iii) While these constraints are not inconsistent with the objectives ,

of Vermont!s current formula, 'they will cause the weights in

J %
that forimila to be chaAged, substantially; and. this change may

4 .

seriously affect:the effectiveness of the formula.

. \ , -
.

(iv) Tf thefutdS set aside for handicapped and disadvantaged

studentsCah be used only to coveyexcessscosts, this require-
, .0,.

4

merfew6uld Cause a serious disruption to current fundlig
, -

'

patterns. 4

. None of thoe 41.Ortions of the law dealing specifically with the

development of criteria for plan approval- or aid allocation relate
1

:°
such actions to;,,concernq about coSts--i.e., either to whether programs

k
, .

are efficient or:;are cost 'effective.

III, 'Data Quality. 'I' .

;,

4ii ''--aData quality ,,g . term used to cover A numbei of different issues.
, .

Generally, however, theSe:. issjp might _be grouped into four types f concerns:
.

.I.
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(1) clerical acprracy; -(2).data definition; (3). data measurement; and (4), data

, it,

timing.. The eight specific items hed_in the current forrhula and possible al-

ternatives were examiqed in terms of each of these issues.

- -Findings:
.

a

-All.of the current,elements seem to.be well-recorded, with-the

exception

appeared.

of the mepower factor-. 'Here, some double counting

\

The impact of this'error,on tlieordUla, however,

\'was insig ficant--for no area center \did the error-exceed 0.2k

of its total formula'aid.
-,

\

2. A major drawback to'" the cultrent formula
%atm:

is that factors are

defined in such a way that elements are not comparable to one

anotber._ Some are related to the .size of the gp5gram, some to .

r.

the size of the student body, some to the size of tria population,

. ,

and some *simply to the rate of.occurrence of\the particular

. factor. This lack of consistency leadg to so

the allocation .process.and causes sete factors offset the

effect of others.. \"`

e distortions in

3. The unemployment facto is open to alternative me

the-present time, only 'the month of, November is us

'surements. At

most current at the time of aid' calculation). Bowe

\(beingehe.

ar, it is mod

always representative 'of the previous year; the whol -\ Year figuie

Would,seem to-provide additional infOrmation.

o ' 4 I.
. ,,

4. For many of the current items, data timing is a seriou

In particular three items are Caken from the 1970 censu

whiCh.have occurred.since then make the value,of these
4

.J1
tionable.' On the other end, some items(subh as unemplo

.toncern:

; changes

ems ques-

.

so current that. they could noLbe used in the area -cente

t

-ning and budgeting process.
_sr

gni) are
!

.

plan-

.
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IV. Formula Altern tives

The curren formula fo; allocating aid is effectively six independent

formullis; in turn, ea .h Of these may be characterized as a -"flat grant"--i.e.,

the amount of funds re eived by an'institution may'not lue directly elated to

the size of the institut on 's program. The principle alternatives to such.a'

formula might all be characterized "variable' Matching grants:" The,pring--'

"
ple advantage of this:alte native type of_formula is that it alters the.im-

0 Ne

plicit "price" of vocatiOna
A.

their efforts.

Findings:

1. The present formula as worked well., largely beCause it is dominated:

education, and so encourages disericts'to expand

2

_J'

by the two factors re ated to program:Size: .As such,' t behaves'in

part like a variable matching grant.

2.- Some elements of the current formula are very unrelated to'program

size. The uempldyment factor is the poorest in this regard. By

, .

lookingonly at the rate, there is' no comparability of scale across

II

,

area centers In general, there appears to be'a eta to make all.
. .. ,

n
il

. : .

of the elements more comparable to one another; such as through .
-..

using a cOmmonbase (or denominator),in each factor.
,

v3. There is significant Variability in the stability of the various

, . ,,-.,

elements rover time. "The unemployment rate. for example, sail change
..,,,..

. - . .
.

significantly from month to month. /Using data based upon longer

..
. . -

time`periods 'tends .to
.

alleviate this
.

problem.
, .

; , V.

.
.

,
4. In general current fACtors are related to equity rather than to

efficiency. It is generally believed that Ehe absence of,a "price-
.

N.



ee.
effect" and the large local share of expenditures required reduce

.the need for the stag to consciously encourage efficiency.

I

V. Additional Expenditure and Revenue Issues

At the present time, the Division of Vocational- Technical EdAation.

only collects data on part of the area centers' budgets. Plant Oflitraion.antl.

MaIntenance are omitted.' The chapter analyzes the effect of including these
. . .

expenditures in the-dllocation base. Inaddition, the chapter examines whethet
, .

1non-formula state revenues, such. as tuition and staff salaries, should be
* -

1

.4.. .
: i

left as separate a§srStance or should be included in thL formbla. ..,

. ...

. .

l,

Findings: .

At the present time' requiring a total budget- from the area- centers__ ,,.1....

.

would have little effect on the distribution of formula monies.

.

However, it could. affect some-tuition payments. Moreover,'in'

raising the total faenilTied ex9epditure's, it 'could serve as-a

catalyst for increasing state appropriations. andfor for making it

asigs for some centers'.to meet federal matching requirements.
.

2..' Includihg'tuition in the forindla is likely, to h'enefit,host districts,
e ...

.assuming no subseqUeOt clecling in.eprollments. Including aftillary,
, .

..
( . ....

salaries would have-little effect (but would simplifyprocedures)
.

...

r
.-

*

w
0,

,

if expenditures are used.as a base for,formula aid. i
0e ..

\.........-. t ' , .
M.:

.
'' . o

. /
i .,

.
% .

...

. .. ...
Among the recommentations made in thejull'FinaliReport, the foAlow- :- : %

.

ing -w ould seem tdbe the most, significant:
. . ('-'5-'

.

''... -1- k

VI. Recommendations

e
o A "

4

r

-
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1. -With-regard data items.used;in the aid formula:

-

10
,

a) The State only'use items whih.are collected on,An annual

...._..__ .....:.;-....._______________ t. _.,....".
1

basis; data from the decennial census is of very4limited value.-
. i ,,

b) Data. items should be measured in such a way.as to establish'

comparallility across actors. .:.,--- I .-
e,

. .0
. g) In 'addit4on to seeking current' data, COncern'should be given to

. .

4.

e

,
.

the planning period of the. area -centers '(and the time heeded to
. .

.
. . ... . .

expand 'or develop new programs) .' IP necessary,. the state might
, -

consider using longer time periods (e.g., two years) in.defining

a "
factorS which tend to- be AghT5i-variable.

With: regardk to a new formula:
111)

a). ,Given the relatiye'WeiAis required by P. L. 94-482, the State

should consider changing toga variable matching'grent-tyk
..

formula. Such a forbula would insure greater'co nsistency across

area centers

b) If it'is desired to continue the current-fOrmula, all factors

..

shoUld be &glculated. on a per pupil basis.

c) With iegird'toWhat. baltzlk use for avarfabie_:'matching grant,
.

.

expenditures (as OppoSeeto pupils): would generate adistribu-
.

tioh more closely approximating the turrent one. ,

,,

Factors which should be includecin a new forMula are unemploy-

Ment, number Of ldw-income families relative, to the total popd-
.

14on of the area anil't.hi equalized grand list per pupil of ,.-

the host district._ Aliof-tiseieeMs should be- converted to

,
.

index values,

13

no.

-

"
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e) With regard to the disadvantged:

(i) if the set -aside is allowed to be applied tb the total.

amount, 'a factor "number Of 4,isaciyantagert_studextest-
,

0

total enrollment" for each 'center should.be incorporated'
.

into the fOrmuli;

d

(ii) if theset-aside.can'on19 be used to cover.eXceaa,Pog.ts, ,

I

.

~a 'separate formula.using'these costs as thelm;is, would

be the most appropriate.
s

f

I

II

FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

0

Vocational education is andmportant component Of Vermont's overall

system of formal
t
schooling;, overjone-half of all 11th and 12th grade n the441*

' State receive some form of vodati4inal training. ,A succinct statement of the
-

,

-basic aim of the Department of Education's Division of Vocational-Technical

Education is found 9n-page 3 of the "Lng Range Goa ' inclnded apart of
,

y

3

its current 5-Year Plan:.'

. .
To assist inthe development of local programs that will
enable each Vermonter to.have, at the. end ofhisihdr
formal education, knowledge of the 'world of work' and.
acquisition of.a salable skill. '

.. , ..

Thts basic- aim is expanded d-upon and'supplemeneed'by a number of more specific

. r .

goals and objectives in the 5-Yea; Plan. -To-accomplish
/
these pnds, the Stitte'*-

.

has -established fiftegn area vocational centers (a sixteenth la currently in

the planning states); about. 80 percent of all funds spent directly,on voca-
,

14
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a

tional edubation in Veriont are expended through these centers. While the

,
operation of the area centers, as

educatiOn programs throughout the,

well as the operatlon,of other vocational

State, isleft to local education agencies,

the-Department of Education plays a much more active role, both in.deterMining

enrallment patterns and in developing specific programs than it noes with
9

-.general education programs. In effect, the needfor:statewida co

is deemed' to bore important" for vocational education. Moreove

funds,ayailabl:eto the State, the-federal government also plays a

.

explicit role. As .h, result, the constraints imposed by'theState

ordination

r, in making

much more

on local

constraintseducation agencies are to.a significant extent.the consequence of

imposed on the State by the federal government.
. .

The Department of Education's relationship with local agencies is
.

,develope4 principally' through -two types Of mechanisms. The first is its Set

of procedures for program approval. As a'condition Co receiving state funds,

the local'educatron,agency must annually Submit a detailed plan to the Depart-

ment of Education, describing, among other things, the populatiois to be 1.

°served, the-manpower needs..to be met, and the partic'ular occupational programs

e

to be offered.' Itoreover, for some of its programs, specific proposals must

.

-1

.

be submitted to the State Department. Approval cifthese plans and proposals
,

. ,..,
,,,,

.
. .

is based upon criteria contained in the State's 5-year Plan, which, in turn,

must be approved by the U.-S: Office Education.
. , c

1

The second basis for the Department's relationship with-local agen-,
..

cies is its.varioils methods Ofproviding financial assistance tolthese agencies.

,

At the present time, monies are alldtted:to.,local agencies through four

.channels: .(i) basic supportdeeermined through a formUla; (ii) direct'payMents

_

for particular:staff; (iii) categorical givnesfor specific prOgrams;.and (iv)

Sy,

15
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13.

-

tuition for certain studentS.. Overall, it is the policy of the State Legisli-

'''

ture' that the non-local share of funds for vocational "education should be about
,

25-percent of the total. Since tuition payments are actually made to
i

sending

Aistticts, the actual non-local share iscloser to 30 percent, This average,

however, is the'regblt,of some programs being funded 100 percept with state or

. .

federal.monies whilesottiers receive no non-Iocaljunds.

.There are, in fact, a numFer of parameters across which state and
.

federal funds are directly, orin effect, allocated. Basically, monies. are..

allotted to individual institutions; the object Of this allocation is generally
,

.

4 s .
specific programs that the institution offers--these programs are usually

classed either by subject matter Si.e.f/Sccupation) or by format (e,g., ciass-

.

room instruction, work-study, or cooperative education). By design and/or by

.-

indirect consequence, these non-lRcal monies are concentrated more heavily on

certain subsets of the population and certain areas of the state. -Population

characteristics which are generally-Considered relevant include education

1

1

mental well- being, and sex. .Relevant area chaiacteristics 4.nclude.labor.mar-
1

ket opportunities, unemployment leyel, and age and socioeconOmic.mix of the

.-0

level (secondary postsecondary, adult), socioeconomic status, physical and /or

population. °

In considering the distribution of vocational education revenues, the

State's 5 -Year Plan and thg,fiew federal legislatidn.idiatifY target" groups

A

in terms of each of thgaeTarameters, The overall effect off any allOcation

system will'depend,upon how the.criteria established under, each.of7the parameter

types relate to one another. Vermont's conceptof_regiOnal vocational education
.

,;,,

, , r ,, .
If

%>., .

establishes geographic boundaries' for each of- the area centers; that is, each,
. , , .

+

-16
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institution is identified with d particular arearorthe state and with -that

portion of.the State's'population living within that area. While students do
c

cross these bAndariep, the analysis in this report assumes thaCtfteseshifts

have only a small effect on overall' patterns and that the established areas

and populations are:those actually served by the respective area centers.
.

(These issues are Clisc,useed" furtherain Chapter III, in the section on data

measurement, and in Plapter.V, in analyzing formula alternatives.
.

,

The allocation of resources for vocational education involves three
t.

types of decidion: (1) tb what extentishould the overall distribution of

resources be determin d by`thp. "plan approval" process rather than directly

through the allocation of non-loca,1 revenues; c2) what types of distribution

mechanism are most appropriate for allocating non-local aid; and (3) what

weights should be assiped to the various possible elements o'f whatever media-
/ eP

nism is -adopted.
O

.. .

' Clearly, these decisions are interrelated with each other. In addi-;

44 'lion, answers to them depend in pare upon the interrelationshipsemong the
v,-",..

,. is. .

four $arameters outlined above. In the following chapters, Chapter III f*ses.
.

. */
3 mW 1.

..,

principally on the first two of these decisions, Chapter IV is concernedore
- - -- ! t t

.. .
.

. with the .,second and third-questions. 4,

, .

N must
- .

Moreover, paralleling theSe decisions must be a concern for efficiency
, ..

-
.

, . .
.

0..e., controlling Program costsYr-,,To the extent that expeh4itures are a part
. ,

of theaid aIlocatiOn process consideration must be given to what cost
b ,

"ferentials are valid or allowable'. 'Similarly, the interaction between'incen-
.

. . . . .

. 4/ ' k

*gives to encourage operational efficiency and ,incentives to encourage local'
,

effert particularly as both are in any given allocation,mechanism,,. ',,;

--must be taken 1=6 account.

o e

t
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A.final'Word,shouid be presented%on.tfie

the role of P. L. 94-482 in initiating the stu

incorpdrate a new said forMula into its 5-Yeart

given to the formula. Witional finance tb

relate to. the formula..

,"",

A
$

THE IMPACT-OP'f.

15 -7

oc kVO6ibis study Glyen,
,f

eed o'f the 'State to
4

timarYjattention will be

1 be.cdtsidefed-as they

t

4t

482

'17Title II of the "Education Amendments of L. 4 6 (iegelly referred to

4 r.
as P. L. 94-482) impacts uporOallof various types of deciiions involved in

tk.

the planning and operation oftvocational education programs., Moreover, many

provisions of !this title require changes in current Vermont practices. Some

of these provisions are simply a pre-cOndition to receiving federal monies
. .

,
. .

r ":.,-

for vocational education; othird may be viewed constraints on how- the-,.

ck..
t:

..,a 0 . .
. . ,

State operates - ts vocational education pictram, whether.pr notAX,receives
, t

. .

.

' , ?
federal monies. The legislatiml'ettablishing Vermont's vocational education

..,

4

program (see Appendix 13) elderly intends for the State to.tomply with all

fedgral:-regulations to the fullest extent possible.

Thenew federal law clearly recognizes tbe'two distinct'processes

involved in determining the distribution of non-local funds for vocational
, 4 c.c education- -i.e., develqping mechanisms and criteria for program approval and

. .- .

_for_the actual allocation of monies to those prO0aMs which are apprrn.

Several sectiona of the la* are concerned directly with the protess of program

4.

0

.



approval, primarily thrpugh the establishment of requirements for'the State

5-Year Plat, the State "Annual Program Plan and Accountability Aeport,', and

the annual application for aid to be submitted to the State by those local

education agencies seeking a share of theMfederal dollar's., (See Appendix B.) 7

Of particular importance in terms of their impact on ,funding'deci-

sions are the portions of the law which establish'priorities" for,prpgram

approval. The primary focus of these priorities is the Occupation-mix of a

state-'s program -- parts,of sections 106, 107 and 108 require the state to

Justify each occuntional program it approves.' In so doing, the,state must

provide evidence of specific manpower needs and thE rationale for.the type
.

and level of program proposed to meet those needs.. Moreover, ag required

part of that rationale, . two.other factors are, in effect, criteria for-
.

approval: -(1) the like -ihood of a program completer funding aob; an (2)
_ .

the absence of sex bias in a'-program, or the role of the program in eliminating

.
sex - stereotyping" by occupation. _Finally, subparagraph 106 (a)(5)(A) requires

,priority be given to economically depresbed areas which propose new programs

designed to meet new and emergency job ortunities.

One effect...44 thisexplicit apprl 1 process is, to narrow the range

x _ _

of criteria for actually distributing ate and-federal monies. In effect the ..

plan-approval prcbcess may be seen as acing as a constraint, on the distribution

mechanism. Alternatively, that process may also be viewed as a mechanism'for
,-,

incorporating into the distribution meChanismprivitieg or incentives which
. .

. . .

m"'

lig-

aybe difficult to effectively incorporate into a funding formula. For ex-
. .

ample, it may be. more desirable to give priority to local applications which

.!
include a detailed lan forequipment maintenancebian to incorporate into the

aid formula an incentive for local agencies to perform such maintenance,
. ,

19
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, The effeCtienest of tuch a provision will. depend, in part, on the correspon-
.

,

dence between INudgeted plans and actual expenditures (see Chapt r for further

CisCuSsion bf hoi4 toinsure such a correspondence).

The federalla0 contains two distinct passages that outline criteria
;

` which.may, or must, be used in allOcating Imailable2-funds. The basic criterion

contained in subparagraph" 10,6 (a)'(5) (13) requires funds to be distributed, on the' .

basit of "economic, social and demographic factors relating to the need for
e

P vocational education among rbe various populations and the various areas of

the State .': Clause (i) ofthat subparagraTA addspe4ific details to

this criterion with respect to area characteristics:' °theState will use as

the two most important factors in determining this distribution
. . relative

'financial. ability of [local] agencies . and the relative number or con-
.

centration'of, lo*-incomefamilies or individuals within such agencies . . .1!

..v
(emphasis added; note that "most important" has most recently. been interpreted

fino bEherfector(0 may have a weight equal toby federal officialkitO

or greater than, eithe these two faceors").
Pr

Similarly, section110,establishes more specific criteria with res-

pect to the populations to be served under_Sul;paits.-2 and 3: ". . .

least' 10 pei centum Ofeach State's allotment, under section 103 from appropria-'

-'tione.made under section 102 (a) shall be used . . . for handicapped peisone;

. . . at least, 20 per 'centum . for digtedvantaged persons;'... . at least

.16 per centum . : foi [post secondary]." In addition, )paragraph 104 ('a)12)

requires that "from the funds appropriated to carry out subpart 2, each state

Shall reserve $50,000" for full -time staff to work towards the elimination 6f
.

...":
. ,

-.. -
; .-

sex stereotyping and-sex bias in vocational education programs. To the'Sameprograms.
° . ,: s-

't

a
-.Ala:.

If

sot
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, end, caaus1.07 (b)(4)(A)(iii) calls for "incentives, to be provided to eligi7

ble recipients ". to' conduct similar efforts at he local /.level.

. r

two other provisiOns of,the-aotestablish'constraints on

the distribution mechanisms. Clause 106 (a)(5)(B)(ii) prohibits fuhds from

being distributed "on the basis of per caPit4:enrollrWent-OF through matching
,

. .

of local expenditures on a uniform basis" or from being denied "to
.

any re-

pipient which is making
.

a reasonable tax effort sdlel); because such.recipient
- ,

..
. . .

. .

is unable to pay -the non-fedtral share of the cost of new proirams." And
s.

. $
11

.

clause 107*(b):(3)(A)(ii) requites ,the' State to continue to use approximately

the same amount of its State grant under subpart 2 of -this part for prOgrams,
4. .

.

.

in secondary schools during fiscal years 1978 and 1979 as it had-used during ..

.. - e. ... .

fiscal year 1975 and 1976 unless to State is able to ,demonstrate in ifs,
- .

. -

,

57Year Plan the need to shift funds from'smch use."
,

, 0 ,

..

-None:of those portions of the law draaling specifica,kly with the
A

developuent of criteria for approving state and/or localplans or for dis7

bursing monies, relate such actions directly tocolacerns about-cost. These
37'

proyiSions are written in terms of spuificpwgratu or resources, not-in

9

terms of providing incentives for efficientop-eracion of a prograhl or whether

,

one program with a slightly'lower Oti ity than another might be more 'cost- u

. .,;o4. ,
4 .

effective than that higher priorit program. However, the:reqUirements for
r.;:kt- .. lir

. -4%.,
.

. , . -

maintenance of non-federal effort are in terms of"eXpenditureS (i.e., com-.' .

.
. ..,,,-. i

pliance Sould be the result of_the same dollars being spentto buyjewer
.

'resources). The only direct references to costs are ,in the
.t

.
.. , ,
provisions for

.

making actual paYments to the states. THI,payments'pursuant to se tion lip,'

a

4
.must be matched with at least of equal amount sciStaee ancrlocal"moniekand --
t

_

, .-., .-: ,

all other payments from. funds :appropriated utidr section 102 must also be
. ,

matched overall with at'leaSt an equal,amount of ,stat and lotal montes:' Im*

.46
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plieithere, it appears, is a belie
41110k7.

it in the state's ownLbest interest
:

4 ' % .'t the matching requirement will make

. - ...,.

'be efficient And`lhpre certainl is'

tives into their allo-a'prohibition to .states incerporating'effici

ca9.on.mechanisms.

4

..
U

A.
, At the present, time, as noted earliei

t VermOnt*hs four,basic mecha-

.%*.

nisms for allocating state and_federal monies. Two of,Ehese, direct payments
y

for staff and tuitions',.. are

without reference to the

provided uniforly- cross areas and populations

A< ,

criteria 'dideussed ab 42: °An'd with a third; eptegori-

cal grants, decisiOns regarding prioriti6S ar
.

stage. Consequently, only monies dispensed

all mgde at. the plan approval

hrough tite formula are dodo
directly on the basis of-criebria related to tree and:poputhion ebatacteris-

-t,4
,%

tics. In the past few years, moniesalloccted,thrOugh -the 'formula have

.
.

4.

about one-fourth of the stateand,federcl monies and one -tenth

expended for'wocatiOnal eduea'tioniin Vermont.

.accounted for

-'of all monies

- :

,,

Whether or not
Aue-

this share should be adjusted will be discusses in Chapter, VT. lr the
, ,

. :.
. .

to not the overall constrainis' imposed by the
.

a' .'" ,,

no matter how monies aredisPentV, the priOrities iden'
,

° %
-7N.

.

tified in the Act must be adhered to and the overall effect of the allocation

moment,

f

federal law--that is,

it is only,idportant

Y\1.

4
. h

.,

process must not be contrary tothe provisions of sUbparcgraph-106 (a)(5)(B).
-

tio'reover, it should alto

funds appropriated under

be noted that this constraint applies to'ail federal'
.

.
. vir

-. -

section 103--that isfundi for S'i*cial programs
, . .

the .diad antaked (subpart.4). and%for consumes` and homemaking (subpart 5) must.,
. , x .

be eluded in, determining7thether overall diseributibri-and matelling reT
^

quiremenrsilave beef met.,

9.

I

:8

0
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The current formula

TYPe
'

1. Manpower needs

Vocational edUcation needs\
. "I

3. ograms.

4. Ability to

Given the total funds

contains the following components:
db.

Measure

share of State's nonprofessional
workers in county

(i) ,unemployment in ].oval' area

(ii) average income of'county,

(i)staff (FTJ's) of area center
(ii) expenditures for Supplies,

equipment .maintenance
and travel 10%

0

Weight

""'Nti

EGL/pupil of host district 25%,

available, the distribution of funds is computed separately

for each of these faorsio. the allocations are then added together to give a

total award for .each institution (note: the funds available are actually

0
divided into two categories, funds available for the area vocational- ,centers

and funds available to all other institutions, based oh lodal-budget requeitS).

The overall effect of the formula during the past three years has been about
, - , .

t .

a 2:1,variation across institutions in the share.of eligiPle expenditures reim-
......4.

. . /

bursedswithstatt and federal, funds; the nonlocal share has iangedairom 22% to
.c>

1 : '---A

. . 4
. ,.-.-

ti . In termsof the various provisions pf P. L.94-482 descti)3ed above,.

the followirig concerns .about. the present formula -need '`.., L'''tfbe addressed:
..

.
. - .

.

1) To the extent that vocational education programs train' people for. local
,

...
. . .

1 '. - -

labor' markets, the manpower factor is a good indicator Of replacement -.-.,.
. . ,.

needs: However, if some programs are training.people; to ill. p state-
'.46

, -

wide, or-even broader; need, If.ths' mayot be a-uillef measure. tOoking

- .
at the location and employment patterns o program compIeters would

'I .

23,

.10

,

f-

4'
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.

. 4
21

. -
.

.4. )
/

/ t

6 I

offer 'smite evidence on this mater. To th extent that many programs

serve a broader market, it may be more desirable to include this

V
criteria in the program approval process.

a
,

-. . e
. 2) Inclusion of factort to serve as indicators of vocational educatldn.need

41110
, .,,,,, 7

. .--. 1

is highly consistent with the langnage of P. L. 94-482i, Ho4ever, the
. . . . .- .

measures currently used have some difficulties: Anemployment is factored
v

7,4'
.

. ,

1

'in with no referenceto thenutilber of people a giiren unemployment tate
. .

. . , ' ,

,
.. ,

represents. For example, while Lamoille County-'may have twice the un-
._.- _ . ,

. _

emplOyment rat of- Chittenden County, it still woad have only alraction
, .. t

.

-.
as many people unemployed since its work force is, about one-sixth that

of Chittenden County. The income factor has a similar drawback in being

calculated on the basis of an tit-weighted average. A scaling factor

(such as pupils or.population) would make these measures ,more effective
,

in reflecting the relative need of the various areas (further discutsidn

of how to define and measure'these eleMents contained in the next

A

:-Chapter).

S) The ;two f4tozs related to programs now have-a combin d weightof 50

percent: This'will certainly haye to be rd4ced subs antially--such

factors are permissible in the formula so icing as they; do not cause the

overall distribution of the: formula monies to he out of compliance with

.the federal lay.
t

4) Ability to pay iaceltainly an appropriate lactOr: .The'llse of the'

equalized grand list is consistent with the general sehool'aid for
.

,

mule land with the manner in which revenues are raised ldt'ally. How-

ever,using,only the host district's Ter,pupil wealthmay*not be-repre-

sentatiliel of the wealth of the area served by Ehe.area center; if.not,

Ir
az

3,

2'4



this factor would not be consistont with the requirements of the

MOreover, the basis-fOr Comparison here fa-again an'un-

which go to.the wealthiest districts. To be copsistent with thejederal

Jaw, it woul&seem-desirable to eliminatelthe taitle and to use'a

weighted.average, both of'which are easily done.t4.'
:

'

federal l

. .

-weighted average. Finallithe use of.the uniform Increment table re-

duces the-monies re6eivgd by the pooreStcenters and increases the`
.

.22.

,

Iv

DAh.QUALITY:

4r.

Dissatisfaction-4ith the allocationg resultivt from the, present for-

.

mula. often get expressed as "concern about the quality of the .data.','. While

this concern with data quality is frequently defined ather simplistically as

a need four "better Counting," a closer examination shows that the, data quality
,, .

problem is really a catch-all for a variety of issues. These issues can be

grouped 'into four categories: clerical accuracy data 44finitfons,data Measure-
.

.

meat and data tithing. .Following.a brief dfscussion of .each of'these categories,

the-present data Sources and possible alternatives are analyzed in terms of

these various "data quality" issues.

The potential for clerical'errors.arises, in large part, from. the.

fact that much of ttredat4sed in the zurrent'formula is hand-recorded and
. v, .

.-, ,

frequently never subjected to consistency checks.' ,The actual alloCation-6f-
,

. - - . .

form& vionies,,trk fct, is presently done by hand:" While there is general

.0
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t'
agreement about the need to minimize this_ type of error (its likely. magnitcide

. -

and possible procedures for minimizinvit are discusied below), the ohoice of

a listartivg point" LS largely a value judgment (e.g., do we assume that tax-
.

Aso- /

payers honestly report their income and begin-with the recording of returns

.

by, the Statei5,ax Department?).

, - -..-
The second and third categories are very closely related to each

_ArN,
..." . .

other. The fdtmer relates to what: type of data %.; most closely related to a,
, r.

particular objective;.the latter category relates to the problem Of how
, 71

to measure the type of data actually selected (note that the avai lability 'of
. .

, -, .

, \,
betteromeasUres for sOfile'tYpes of data tay be a factor in 'deciding on the best

. . 'e ..
data,definitions).

*
For example, the "need" for vocatlianal.education might be

.. .

:$

A defined in terms ,of unemployment or interm5 of job opendngs..Likewise.,,

"ability to pay" Might'be,defined in terms Ai the property wealth,of the local.
.-3.1

. diStrict or in terms of the income of the distjkict-SOMe-of the definitional '
. -Ir.-

,:y:- : ,_: -

0 choices hasre been made, or the aiternatIvestsrzerely limited by,themeWl
7--

.

fAral legislation and the related'-federal ruulations--data 'definition is
,,

__, .

the only one,of.four Ctegiiries on which the federal law, impacts significantly.
, _ , :

.

.. ,'A .--
..,

..

..., .
,, ,

lip most-instances, data measurement is a two=fold problem.. For'
.,, . -..

items which are ratios; specificmeasures must bersiecided for both a numerator

and a denominator.. Similarly, for treasures *hd.ch are-aggiegates or averages,

1

,

what base to use. for aggregating: or averaging must be. decided addition to

the speCifii numerator., For example, If uneTplOYment is selected as a measure

'

... ,7------ .,
,_

4° of need, should one include' all workers, or just "insured wOrkerst or just"insured"
- ,

"nonprofessional" workers? And, as a parallel decision,
.

should-tbe unemploY-

. . Ar'T.
, .

.

,

ratement rate be based on the population intended.tO be served 'by the area center,
-,...

k

26
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0

or On the, population actually served., or on simply the population of the host

'district which has administrative and fiscal respOnsibility for the center.

In part, the answer will 'be based` Ori 'data availability and /or. the. cost of

acquisition and on whether the different basesyield different aid allocations:

If this last criteria is, in fact, a significant tactor in the choice made;
-

0 1

then it is important to assess the'likelihood that present relationships Will
. ,

diange and how such_changes could be detected.
s,

!'

:''
. ...,-.1,

,The choice of a' measurement base is an important issue in the funding
%100

,

.**i.:.;, ., , .
of vocational education,, in part because'there are significant differences

. I ..-,,
'among the area centers in the number of students enrolled relative to the

area's population and in the correspondence between the population intended

to be served and the population actually served. -The table below shows the.

extent of these differences for1975-76.
t .

,
Enrollment Patterns ofllirh and 121h Graders

Area Vocational Centers

1975-76

-Enrollment in Center -Rost.District High.School
% tf Area %.-pf Area

Total.Enrollment 'Center EnrollmentArea Center
as % of Area Total
, Enrollment.

.Barre .

WA
Brattleboro
Burlington'
Essex '

-t' - '.,,,. Hartford

:'.'"4"' Lamoille,

iddlebutyMiddlebury
.. 'Mt.-Anthony

NO: Country

39

.
34

* 44

43
.31'

48

36

36 - ..

42
,

51

,:

Oxbow
P 4 '51

Ran&lph _ 43
Rutland . 34

St.Johnsbu'ry i:,

Springfield .- 47

,'STATE AVEAAGe 41':.

39

A, 58
53,

47

2.8-41*

.-38

35

36

58;

57,

51,
31

28'

43

42

81

83

. 89

76 .

66

'80 m

- 80.

58

90

90
78

46-
47

SO
82

. 4 "
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The final type of concern is with the timing .of the data. Clearly

the more recent the data, the more nearly it reflects current needs an4iCon-*

, ditions: However, to,the extent that there is a lag between the planning/

budgeting proCess ancactual program oPeration,some data may be "too current.'::

A, corollary to this principle is'that themore stable a particular data itek'.4

is over time; the more it lends itself to planning. Ln this regard, measures.

25..

. . .

such as t,heunemployment4rate (with no ri

& 1
stantially

a

in a short period of time;

ference-to a base) can fluctuate sub-
.

and lists,.on the other hand, tend to

be fairly stable over a number of yea s. Use of data items which are collected

,only once in ten years as part of thg.dectnnial census are useful only if they

teTia not to change much over the ten-year period. 4n general, it would seem

desirable to use more recent' information than the 1970 ,Census. Moreover, for

factors which are highly variable, it would seem more appropriateo use a
s

4

valid represents in/ai.erage over a longer period of time than to use
.,

.

the most current information available.

The

identified in

,

(1) number of

current State aid formula makes use of eight specific data items,

Section 3.2.7-2(c) of the State 5-Ye'ar Fran as the folloVring: °.

"nonprofessional's workers, by count
v,.

vocational enrollments, by area and count

FL Data Collection; (3) unemployment rate, by labor-market area, for the month

from the 1970 Census; (i)

rom the Department of Education,

of November, from the Department of Employment Security; (4) average income

of faMilies and individuals, by county, from the 1970"Census;,(5) vocational
er

,

. .

persoqpel (expressed as.full-.,rtime equivalents), from the October 1 up-date of

Local'Plan for Vocational E4ucation;. (6) area vocational supplies, equipment
. .

. \
. r

maintenance and travel expenditures, from fhe Annual Local Financial Report.
.._ . , . ,

.

,..

S .
., .

for the' previous year;,(7) Equalized Grand List for the host district, from-
!

.

.28
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the Department of Eduction-StatisticS and Information Section; and (8) Average

r

41

Daily Membership for the host district, from the same source as.number 7.

,

The first of the current data items has apparently been mis ecorded-
.

for purposes of computing the formula--sonie workers were double counted, re-

. .
suiting in'a sixty percent over-recording of the-number of nonprofessional

: '

IN
,°

workers: 'However,giventhat the same type of error'was made foreach county;

and that this factor had only a'fihe percent weight in the formula, the

overall, effect on theallocation of formula aid'was,insignificant--for,no
,

area center did the error exceed 0.25; of'their total formula aid..%Of much

greater consequence is the fact that this data item reflects conditions in

1970 and that since that time there have been significant changes in employ-

ment patterns. Overall the labor force hasgrown nearly ten percent. ,Within_

that figure, agriculture's share has declined substantially; the share employed

in construction and manufacturing has also declined somewhat, while the rela-

tive-number of workers in trade and service has increased. Theonly up-to-

date figure available is total number.of workers in.eech area. However, as

noted in the first report, it would seem most appropriate to omit,this factor

from the forMula and, instead, let its impact be felt in the,program approval

'process. ,

The "need" fbr vocational education is reflected both in current

manpower, requirements:and in the current supply of unemployed (c) underemployed)' -

workers. Over time the manpower requirements are much. more likely to remain
.

stable than is.the:supply of unemployed persons--statewide economic develop-
. .

ment is occurring very slowly. ,Moreoyer, accurate daton unemployment is

much more readily available than data on specific manpower

2'3

requirements.
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ternatives, there are two potential issues: The first is whether "enrollments"

or "full-time-equivalent enrollments" should be used. While the latter number

is perhaps a more accurate reflection df'a center's work load, it is more dif-.,

ficult to collect. Given'that there is only minimal variation ,across centera,
.

uslng enrollment-data is completely adequate for purposes of ti
Y

e formula. '"The

second issue is whether program inp uts should be measured in terms -of dollars

_

f actual resources. At the present-time, teachers are counted rather than

salaries,-but 'dollars expended -ate- used for other eligibly-' inputs. Given that .z

there is signifiehnt variation inaverage teacher sala;ries, use of FTE's may

be the best alternative; however, it would be aiMplerto use a single figUre,

and to' the extent that differences in other expenditures'offset salary clif-
f

ferences, use of the single measure= may yield the same-distribution:

,The final factor in the present formula is_based upon oth the..

-equalized grand list of- the host district and the district's average d4ily

membership. The latter figure is wel1 recorcled.and the most appropriate

-denominator if olie,wants to focus on funding requirements. If it is desired

to focus more on the supply of funds available, then 'population may he a more

desirable denokinator. One difficulty with this latter alternfiive is that

it isnot routinelY collected on ail...annual basis, so that.some estimating
.

would likely be involved,' With rei4rd to the'Equalized Grand List,'there are'

two issues: The first issue concerns whether more than simply.the'host.

trict's grand list should be used to: measure,-ability-
ton -pay. TO the extent

that the center is'intended to serve:a number of School districts, it would-

seem desirable to include thet all in Snob a measure. In fact., the federal

law seems to suggest a broader approch: ability-to-pay should-be measured

on the basis of thearea served. R64ever, detertining hdw to-combine'the-
'

I

t
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grand lists of various towns might be difficult to do, especially where districts
A '.

. ,
,

send students to more than one area _center. Moreover, the host districts account

for over seventy percent of vocational enrollments, so that some sort of weighty

scheme would have to be employed, one which would change eve°, year. And,
-44P

finally, under present arrangements, sending districts share in the local costs

of vocational education only through tuition payments for,students4vwho actually

attend; that is, the risk of underenrollment is borne by the host district.

The actual, consequences of, using alternative hpes for measuring 'ability-to-pay

will be; tested as part of the empirical analysis.
.

,
g,

In addiction to the factors ctirtently in the formula, the new 'federal

legislation mandatesan addieional factor: "the relative number or- concent

-,

tion of low-income families or individuals."' Two sources ofdata on low-
.

et,

income households are readily available. The first is the Vermont State

Income Tax Returns, which indicate the number of low-income people who are

working. One problem with this data is that it does not distinguish among

*full- and part-time employment; the fact that a majority of thg lowest returns
_

are'from singl4individuals May indicate. that these secondary wage earners

(i.e., students, youths -living at home, etc.) who are deliberately working

part-time. Returns are classified by filinqtatus, however, so that -looking

at joint returns married couples) should pecv,ide a good. estimate of
, 0 ,

low4ncome working families. Similarly, the number of exemptions claimed

. these returns,will be an indicator of the number,o.f"person's accountedfor by

'these tax returns. The SecOnd source of datais ;the caseload of the Aid-to-
.

,

Families-with-Dependent-Children program. This information,,including number.
. . %

. . .

, t ,
_

.

of families, number of adults, number of Children and doIli4 rs of benefits, are
. . ...,

-.

31-
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tabulated each year for the monih of February--the Department of Social Welfare
1

believes that this is a representative month, While there is.likelY some over-.

?lap between these two sources of data there usually is only one parent-present0,0

. _
in anFDC family while a joint return re res both parents be living together.

Hence, at least initially'it woul0 seem desirable to test the combination of
,

these two.measures. Finally, -it should he noted that, at present, both are
.

,tabulated by 'county. Given the distribution of the area centers, this base

a,*

should create little, if any, Inequity in aid distribution.
r

.

Finally, the new federal legiglation-also requires that funds be

set aside for three specific populations: postsecondiry, the handicapped and

the disadvantaged. These first two groups are dealt with separately-in the

State of Vermont; conseqpently, it is likely not appropriate that they be

a..
accounted fo.rLin a general Vocational aid forMula. With regard to the 'Hs-0

advantaged; however; itrould seem to be desirable to incorporate the aid set

. aside for .them into the formula. The State 5-Year Plan allows fora number

of definitions of- disadvantaged. At the present time, sUch.students must be

identified and counted by. he local authorities. It seems desirable to con-

tinue this practice, pqrticularl", given the incentive of state aid to identify

such students. As for incorporating these.numbers into an aid formula, it

should be recognLied that theme additional resources .required to teach such

°OR*-.Students are dependent upon -both the absolute number of such students and the

share .they represent of a given area center's, enrollments. ,iloth.of,these

measures will.-be included in.the empirical analysis.
-t

The State 5-Year Pain asserts that "11Ata used will' be based, as,
eV

nearly as possible; on the-service area Of the respective schools," Badically,

't
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these "are6" are a collection of local school districts for which the rdspec-
.

tive area centers are the most accessible (i.t., in mostcases, non-host dis-

tricts send their students to only one,area center). As a rough geographical

4
approximation of these various-areas, the State Plan, on page 131, presents a,

map with each center encompassed by acircle with a 15 mice radius. Looking
NA.

both at the map and at the list of'whererespective districts send their

students, there appears to be a reasonable correspondence between service

'areas and county boundaries. Similarly, there is a reasonably goodcorres-

pondence between these areas and the "locaLlabor.markete as these markets

are defined by th.Department of Employment Security.

Much information,Iparticularly about the general population, is not

4 .

available 14 "area center service area," Pence, the relationships i'dentified .

above are important because they permit data related to these alternative

baseS to serve as useful and valid surrogates for "service area" data. As

part of considering formula alternatives, the impact of using different bases

4

, will be examined more closely.
. .

'With espect to what base is actually used for a given data item,

three points seem important. the first is that all of the factors in the

formula need a denominator of some type to serve as a scaling factor,. ',While
. .

the relative concentration. of some factors is important,.hoth.comparability

among various elements of the formula and overap equity to the population

being served require that aid based on,the formula be related to the magnitude,
.

of the conditiOn served. Under the present,formula, fdr example, Hyde Park,
. ,

.. ,

may g as much as one ant one-half times the total aid Burlington receives
. ..

.
.ft .

many
.,

based On unemployment, even though Burlington has five times as unemployed
.

persons as the Hyde Park :area and Burlington's progfram serves nearly three
(

33
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times as many students. Part of *this inoonsistencyAmay he the result of the

current formula's algebraic rum (this issue is discussed in sebtion II).

The second'point regarding what base to use is that for some factors,

the general population of the area may be the more appropriate base, while

for others the number`of pupils may be more propriate: This situation is

also
1
reflectedine. L. 94-482 wheie same pars of the act refer to the pupils

, -

being served and others to the population be ng_served. this dichotomy is

a 'potential problem, in terms of comparability across elements of the "formula,

0

it situations where the refat vg -size,of the area Vocational center 'does not

'reflect the size of the area population r 1ative to the State total.' In_the.

alternative formula mechanisms discussed' /in part II, an effort is made to ac
.

count fof these differenceS.
- .

The third polnt is that.cost, availability and accuracy are valid

Concerns-in selectfng,a particular item for inclusion in the formula. If

data,,for example, is available by county, it may be more desirable to use

. -

',Such numbers rather than undertake theARciSt (and initial accuracy_problems)

,
- ,

of developing a new data'set. SuChdonsiderations
-N.

are,even more impOrtant
. -

when the need 'for-complrable data from previoUs years is necessary. The data

qUality section of the final report will detail some of the tradeoffs involved

fof yhe recommended formulas.

34
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FORMULKALTERNATIVES

The current formula for allocating federal and state aid'fOr voca-

tional
9

education is difficult to characterize. tndeed,it'it effectively six

independent alculations linked together only by the fict!that the total

dollars,allotted under each calculation al-e_a given fraction of the total

general aid funds available--i.e., the funds available are apportioned to

°
4

each of the formula elements, and then separate calculatfbnsare made to allot

the monies available under each. element. Implicit intsuch a fOrmula'fs the

aps4mption that interactions among any of the various criteria underwhich
/, ?

.,
..J . /

aid allocated is small or not i portant; th/-effect oi this asgdthption is

that districts with relatively average values under all criteria will not do

as well as they would under a formula'whith eXpligitly tookaccoUnt.o

.actions. between the various formula elements;

'Modifications to-a formula such as the present one may be of three

types: (i) change'weights; (ii) change way elements are calculated, nd/or

(iii) actually change elements. illeirst of these refers to maintaining th e
_

same basic formula, but assigning different relative weigh ts to the various
-,

components., P. L. 94-482 u.res at least some of the present weights be .

.-.:'',.. . .. .
.

,

-Changed, in oraer!that ability-to-pay and the. relativP concentration of low

d:
- ,

income families be given their'proper weight--as noted in:the first report,-
- .

it is understood ihat.the two together must total at least 5Q peTcent.: In ,

'. addition, the new law requires that unless monies are set aside and dispensed

,--
. -

O

t
r I
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"federal
separately, tbe

)
effect of the fo-imula must be that 2 .

0 percentvof federal funde*
-)- ..,----, .

1

-.
appropriated under se tion 102(a) ofP.%. 94-482 must be expended on,dis-

.

.0. I
.

advantaged students, 15 percent on.postecondary students and 10 percent--on
J

Phandicapped' students. In VerMont, programs/ for all three of these groups have.? r

.z
,

been Ildministered separately ,in the past.' Given cu'r'rent prograM 'structures,7

it seOms desiralVe to continue this approach for.postsecondary and handicapped.

students. However, given that disadvantaged students, are incorporated into,

regular secondary programs,the ba'SlefOrmula,Would seemhe preferable mechai- .

,j'.

.

.1
P

nism for da-Spensing thele funds. Including in the formura,a factor related
$,.., . 40

to the numbers of disadvantagedIstudents,,at the various centers would require

further alteration of existing weights.

Several pos:sibilities for' change in the way various elements are

calculated were noted earlier in the4eetion on data -alternatives. It!lwas

suggested that the current filethods.fqf calculating 'the.undMployment factor

and the average income facto. were particularly likely candidates for revision.
' L . ,

N '
,Moreover, in general there App ared to bt a need to make,all.of the elements.

.. , -- . -.,

more comparabletO one another, such is through sing,a--pomeOn base..(or...

..,
* ... --1 '

denominator),in each'factor. Similarly,"possibilities for tieletng;some of.. ,

the current, factors and/or adding new ohis'hIve also. observed. Given
I s. , -

, r a , .
,

-..10.:
.

the language of the new'federal law-. it' would seem appropiiate to delete the
' kvidlo.

* .,..

.

.

manpower-factor (with the understanding that such cdncerns hecome part of
.: , .

..
.

. r,
the program- approval process)- and to add-a "disadvantaged student" factor.

-
.

The exact form of this latter factor would depend upon the type of formula

chosen (see below).

Finally, as noted in chapter Ig, the choice of,the data base to use'

ti

for any,given factor involves the interact ion between the quality, of:the re-:

r

Kt ./

°
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0 cording of the data and how well a given'haie reflects the population served

by the respectiVe area centers. In this regardextensiVe statistical analysis
. .

Was done on the impact of choosing a particular-base for each of the three types'

of population-based factois in the formula. In general, the following com-,

ments could be made:

1) Unemployment statistics are currently collectecon a "local labor

4

market area" basis. Given the size.and,economic'-structure of.Veimont,

totry'to collect'these statiSticS ea soMeAptlier basis would not be

-

particularly meaningful. The alternatives, then, f4 purposes of a

formulaare'to identifyeach area centeTziwit1, ti one lucal labor market
-

area, or, to identify them with as many. as oveillap their particular

service area and to cdevelop a weighted aVeiltge/of relevant-unemploy-

'ment rates. Largely because thirteen of the fifteen centers are
FO.

located at the--centeof"one of the local labor-market areas and be7

caase in areas where geography permits overlap, unemployment. rates do
4

le' .

not differ significantly, differences between using one labo market .

f-
# ,

area for a, center versus a weighted avtrage were negligib e for

all the centers.

2) Property statistics are collected -on a town-by-town basis; in fact, as

_part of the'-general state education aid formula, the particular statis-

.

tic "Equalized .Grand Libt/Average Daily Membership" is calculated

annually for-each school district. The choice, then, is to u.sea- 14111P
. 1

weighted averagp,of the districts served (with a few.exceptions, send-
,

Ang districts generally tuition. their students to a sifgle area center),

.

a county statistic,.orto Simply use the host district as the base;

37
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Analyzing the differing effects of these alternatives on the various

37

centers aid, one finds little significant chAnlie; in fact, no district's

-

allbcation changes by more than 1.6 percent. This resulrholdslor.the
1001i,

.

most part because area centers tend to be,16cated in districts of roughly-

average property wealth, and because. the host distrieesweight.usually

causes it to dominate any weighted-average, Given the.theoretical

merits as,well7for using only the host district's property wealth, there

. is little reason for going to the trouble of computing a weighted- average.,.
---

,.

_ '0 '- , 3
?.;,-,1.....,,-

P 3) Income statistics are also gathered on 4 townhy7town ba'tds. In general,
.

inscome is. 6,6hlect.tp greater fluctuatiAs than property values. More

over, there are some difficulties in assigning incomes to specific'

town. In addition, there tends t6 be greater variation in income

across towns, so that a'single town may not be represe'n4tive. The

alternatives, then, are to use a. county base or a weighted average of.

the districtsaerved. The advantage of the former is that it is more
-

stable (the weights in the average $.6uld have to he Altered each year),

it is simpler to calculate, and values may be checked by data from othtr

.

sources (particularlyi the-federal government)-which are also collected
.

- ._

.

.--on a county basis. In fact,the differences between the effects of, a

4
weighted average and a county based statisticresult in no more than

a,3 percent variation in aid for any district. Given the general concern

for accurate data, using the county measure would stem preferable.

Overall thecurrent formula-is best characterized aS a "flat grant"

type formula. Fixed dollar amounts are awarded to the local agencies on the

basis oftseveral criteria, but theoverall Amount is not tied to single factor-

. .

(such as number of students or amount of expenditures) which.serves as a-measure

38
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of local effort. the particular formula used has worked well largely because

.38-

50 percent of the total funds awarded Are dllottedon the basis of'program.

resources and another 25 percent are tied to the number of pupils served.
.

Given theModifications required by t. L. 94-482, such a forMula wouldcontinue

to work well only If the various, elements were each, related tosomd common de-

nominator.

.

An, alternative would be to use a formula with a different algebraic

form. Considering the constraints of the federal legislation, the most viable

candidates would be any of the classof formulas which can be chaiacterized as.

"variable matching grant" formulas. Basicaliysuch formulas relatepe com-

bined.effect'of 'the various allocation criteria to some measure of local effort.

They may in fact take a number of specific forms, depending upon what aspect
.

,-ofihe-school finance process local authorities wish to emphasize. Given the

State's basic objective Of .an overall nonlocal thare of 25,percent, the so-

called "percentage equalizing" formulAvould seem most appropriate= -the present

so-cailedaNiller" formula for aiding general elementary and secondary educa-

tion is, in fact, this -type of formula.

.

. .. . ,

Development of such a formula'would involve threestepe: (1).choosing

the'specific factors an&-their relative weights fo-r lieing combined into a
. . .....

"MatEhingindex"; (2) choosing a "base" to be matched; and (3) choosing the

° specific methods for determining the values to be inserted into the various
.

parts of the formula--this last step is essentially the same task'deacribed, . .,
. .. . ,

.

-4Above in connection with flat grant formulas. Generally, formula'quantities

A
.

.

are gonvertedto in,lex Values7-t1at-is, for apy local agency, the value of a
,..x.-- ...

'given factor is divided by the State mean value for that factor. TLe,principle

,

.... . . , -

, value to this approachis that It emphasizes the relative Position of each

,local agtiCy. -By putting all factors on'a common scale, it also makes it much
4.-

simpler tocombine them.
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It should be clear from the discussion up to.ihisPb±ntthilt the State

does in fact have a large number of choices open to it, and that, .in most 'eases
;

the choices are as much a matter of value. judgment as they are ofvempArical

'fact. In the,development of specific recorpmendations.fot a new formula as

a .

part of this -report, three principles were followed:.

.
t,

1) The' formula should be consistent with, and to-the fullest ekteni pos-

sible o4sible it should foster, the objectives the State 6 5-Year Plan. In.
.

,:

. this context it is'understood that anyinewformula must be fully coml.-

pliant with the requirements of P. L. 94-482.
vs",

2) The formula should be of such a nature that local agencies can relate

it to their planning and budgeting processeS. Idthis regard, the

formula should (i) be simple--i.e.,..have the. fewest possible factors

consistent with achieving the objectives of the State 5-Year Plan;No*

(ii), be donsiatent--i.e.,' be based on factors related to one another

.
,.

. .

and to the population served by the respedtive centers.
. . . .

1 . .

3) The formula should require data which is reasonably current-anct reliably
- . ' . _

,.
.

, . . . .

, recorded. (note that)°current" is understood in the Context of the pro-z
. . .-

!, -ik, _.....

r budgetipg; r ss d Ole timinkse'actual allocatton'decisiohs.
'-.%

The' issue of what fac ft-Should be included in'a new formula -and the issue of
0 ;
what,Agebraic form the formula should take were, in general, treated separately

/ .- .

(a third issue of what part ottetal nonlegal revenues should be,admiiils.tered
..,

.

.
. ,__ ....

,

... -
throughthe-formula was also dealt with bYItseff--and in"fact';44-CUssion

, .

"
, .

A
411. of this issue is left to, the followinvchapter).-

,

itWithf'rrespect to formula elemedts, t is..rect) ended ttia i:f1Y0actors
4.,

_.1.,..-, -

,

he considered'in allecating,fpnds through the formula:

40
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1) relative concentration of low income familiesAn the area served by each

center;

2) -relative unemployment rate in twe local labor market area;

3):-property wealth of the host district (as measure of ability to pay);

4) relative concentrationorudisadvantaged" students at each institution;

and

5) the relative size of the program-at each institutiot.
t .

The specific data recommended to:be used to measure these faclors are described

bglow in connection with specific formula alternatilmes. The relativeveight
4111to. -1

to be assigned to each factor is dependent on the type of formla selected

(see below).

With res0C7\t-q..,!ormula..types, both a flat grant type and 'a variable

. .

matching grant type wo uld be acceptable. However, the latter type seems more

tz.consistent with the principles listed above-and therefore,'it is listed as'

the primary recommendation. A geparale issue is'the treatment of the disad-
.

0,6

vantaged set=aside.(actually this is an'issue only if a variable' matching,

grant is used). -ln.terms of the above principles, it would be preferable ,to
.***.

incorporate these monies(and actor) directly into the formula if federal.

authorities deem that permissible:" The formula would comnly with the federal
.

.

law, so long as cly the federal set-aside divided by the totaEnumber of dis-
-..- -- - --

.-- ,,

.

advantaged students is less 'than one-half average per. pupilsost for the
.

a
centers doibined (at-present it equals 0.19); .(2) monies may be applied tab

4-,

the total cost ofieducating the disadvantaged; and (3) maintenance of effort
.-" z.

applies-to state and-lOcarfunds only. If any of these three conditkals are -k, .

not-m4,:then the dis0Maag d monies must be treated_separatelY,.and shoUld

, .
e

41
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be done to on a "weighted per pupil" basis (seebeldw). For eacn of these
-*

three alternatives, it is,recommended that the folloyinggigh'ts be assigned

to the various factors (weight's in t1-4 present formula are included for com-

parison):,

Current Var, Match Grant Var. Match Grant Flat
Factor Formula w/Disadvantage w/o Disadvantage Grant

Income, .10 .30 .35 .25
Unemployment .' .10 ..:20 .30 .20
Property Wealth .25 .30 .35 .25
Disadvantaged ' -0- .20 -0- .20'
Expenditures . * * .10
Staff

)g

-2- -0- -0-
Labor Force .05 -0- -0-

*included as the "base" for matching
40.

The specific recommendations, then, are at follows:.

1) Variable Matching Grant--disadvantaged included:

It is recommended that Section 3.2.7-2 of the State Plan be'amended,

beginning with the line, "Five percent/6f the funds available . .. ."
,,,...?

.,
on page 38-of the Plan, to read asfollcips:

,

Five percent of the funds available will be setaside to be
. _

,-, . *, ,..

.0 granted to 4hools for Excess Costs based on IfiformItion supplied ':
r

, . . .

by the Are Excgss Costs are here defined to include any of.
.

the-
_

,:,,

following:. (1) new programs designed to meet new and emerging man-
,

power needs in areas of high.unemploymentr'(2) special costs asso-

ciated with the edOcation of persons with limited English speaking ,

ability;afid (3) unanticipated cost increases since the October up-
.

datatems,which may be given tonsideration included such things
. -

as teachers' 'newly negotiated contracts andringe benefis, teacher

replacement at a different salary,,hiring.of additional teachers and
-...

42
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purchase of additional supplies because of unexpected program expansion,,

unusUal.transportation and maintenance costs, In the event that funds

available are inaufficientto coyer such costs, requegts will be pro

rated using the "Need Index" described below. Asn)., unexpended funa:s

'

in Excess Costs not used in'this manner by April l.will be put hack

into the formula.

From the remaining monies, the State will pay to the appropriate

W.

local educationfagencies a share of those agenciess.eligible.expendi-

tures; the S"tate's share fOr each agency shall be equal. to

P xLocab.Need Index

where "P" equals the State's share fora local agency-with average

,.need (LNI = 1.0), to be determined by the funds available; and the

"Local Need Index" is detdrmined as follows: .

.

,

where,

LNI = 0.2(DP) + 0.3(LI) + 0.3(EGL) + 0.2(UN)

total eisad'i.rantaged

DP = number of disadvantaged students at school pupils in State

.total enrollment of school total enrollment
in State '

.

,

:
-. -

-LI = AFDC recipients 4- low income families AFDC recipients + law income _.

\ in Lounty . fAmilies,in State .

total population of 'county total%population of State .

. ,

*wok-
_ .

EGL =,Equalized Grand List of host district Equalized Grand List of State' '

ADM of 'host district < e .. ADM of. State
. '4':

UN-= unemployment rate of local area .unemployment rate.of State

,"eligible expenditures" are defined_to include all direct'el6* Oenditures
.

. .

on approved Section l20 (b)(1)*(A) programs during the year immediately'

preceding the year in whichaidjs awarded.,

t.
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1A) Va:able Matcling Grant--Jisadyit-taged excludel
A

he .:1-mula v.a_c b.%:11q sameeLl apove, except that

= 1:35
.

0.35 (EGf.. 1.30 (UN), . ,g

the foLlow:".a sectloq 14ouad added' to the State Plan--,

monigs. setasi4Vor disadvantaged students shall ,bc.. al,lrtted

to the appropriate local education agencies-accoraing to

following 1.ormula:

Allotment =
-

x (number obdisadvantaged punils) x :ands,
esum -f (BP) x,;(disadvantaged enrololenr) Aval.Lable

fO'r insti,t04&17S
Alb

Any monies net expend ?.d from ..!'esellctmeniSwili be made avai...ar,:z1,

to tfie tmainin3 eligible iistitutions on a pro rata basis..

A

.2) Plac. Craw,: :

Tha "me change :La the derinir of- "Excess Cosrs" as above would

mad?.. In addit:o.-.; folloWing'cnanges calctilation of form 4...a
"

elemerts would be.,11.ade:.'

0

a) Part I relabeled 1tDitadvatitaged'atudepts-:

, . .

zlisaevan,:aged ?,:..:-Lia tocal or areas aisadvantiage,i 2Upils

....total ...n:oll.lent '. --.oral i.2 areas an.:c,Ilment'

disadw.atsAe6 ( .23 ot:Jundstava_.....)-2 = A

1

,

advancaged pupils

=-DP

b) Part

e

.

'A: change Z,

B: .calculate (LI) as in i ezpve

, (LI),x enf:11.ment- , x C.2.-..C2 funds.

x,enrc,ilment
4.
4-

.1

. I. 4

=
14

4

i

;

,

-

4., 1.
i,

;



4

4.4

c) in Part III, aelgte A; Change B toread'as follows:
.

%
...

,

A. eligible expenditures total of areas eligible expenditures
= EX,enrollment ' , total areas enrollment,.

(EX) x enfollffient x 040 of funds. available = C
,,

,,:

total of areas (EX) -
,

x enrollment . ,

. ,

'.d). Tilf Part IV; eliminate steps D through H and insert:

D. (AM) x enrollment x 0.25 of funds available =
total of areas (AM)

x enrollment

The specific data recommendedtobe used in these formulas is as follows:

1) number of disadvantaged pupils as reported by the area centers as pert
."-

of FallData"Collection;-

2) total enrollment from Department of Education--Fall Data Collection;

3) -number of 'AFDC families from Department of Social Welfare (report for

, .

..*

February immediate y eding current school year);

4) number-of low income families rtmenteof Taxes ,(numb'er of returns

filed as :Mint returns, with'adjusted gross income less than $,0.00,
.' .

.

fryear preceding current school year;,
.-.f ir

.

.. . .
'5) . equalized grand list and A.D. M. data from Department'of Education

. i
.

.

vow
...

, .

Statistics and InforMation §ection; - ' e i'
- ,

6) unemployment is average total unemployment for local labor market area

for the 18 -month periocending June 30th immediately prior to the current_ -

school year--from theDepartment of Employment Security;

7). population. data is from Department of Health, Vital Statistics Section
ARW'r' .

-rdgta are Most recent year - available currently 1975).

o.
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One final note should be irtde regarding; the contingency fund and the

setaside for excess costs. The requirements of '. L. 94-482 do not appear to

prohibit such provisions, (so long as the Overall.matching requirements are

met, a condition which should have little effect on these provisions). More-- ,

over, the.recommended.modifications of, the present formulasdo not alter the
.

.. ,

',
..

need for these provisions. It is recommended, however, that the definition of

excess cost be modified .6 insure that the State is in compliance with federal

regulations% In particular:the federal law requires gtates'to address tine

problems of persons with "limited ,.English speaking ability," and to give

priority to "new programs designed to meet new and emerging manpower needs."

Given the very small foreign born population in Vermont (considerably less

than 1,,percent of the population) it is estimated that there are no more

150-200 students in Vermont schools with limited English speaking abil

this assumes all for .eign born students or children orloreign born parents have
.

-
difficulty. Simparly, thelimited economic development in Vermont mikes pro

,.grams yhich fit into taA- above priority category unlikely. As a, result, it

would seem better'to treat both of these situations as unusual events and,

hence, more appropriately classified as'"excess costs."

The actual impact of the proposed changes in the formula on each of,

the area centers for fiscal years 1976 and 1977'is shown-iii the table below.

In general, the recommended formula tends to distribute aid in a more uniform,

manner, principally as a consequence of-etablishing consistency across the

various factors used in, the formula. however, the new flat ,gract formula-
.

showsa more uneven, distribution, underscoring throle that thel.high weights

assigned to program-factor's play in the present formula'. To the extent that
.

ra.

it
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
FORMDLAAID

UNDER ALTERNATIVE PLANS
1976-1977

a.

FY1976 FY1977'

AREA CENTER CURRE1;T vc11-.-INCL VG!tEXCL FLAT G.R. CURRENT VGMINCL VGMEXCL- FLAT GR.

$/PUP Y $/rUP % $/PuP % $/pup, % $/Pup % $/pup % $/pup % $/PuP %
,

.
BARRE ~120 33 95' 26 92 25 97 26 107 29 103 28. 106 291. 119 32

BFA 135 39 103 32 136 42 150,. 47 142 44
.

113 35. 152 '47 162, 50

, BRATTLEBORO 98 ----25 130- :12 123 31 121 30 100 25 140 35 144 36 12 I 38
"#*,

BURLINGTON . 131 23 187 33 224' 39 193 34 '. 148 26 188 33 245 43 258 45

ESSEX JCT. A 122 25 98 20 94 19 80 16 124, 26 115. 24 125 22 101 21
,

HARTFORD 111 26 1091' 26 104 24 96 22 131 30 118 27 118. 27' 121 23

LANOILLE = 165 45 95' 26 90 25 96 26 : 13500° '37 '95 : 26 99 . 27 117 32 ,

Mi DDLEBURY 126 29 '100 23. .94 22 88 20 138 31 '116 -26 115' 26 113 - 26
4 9.

MT: ANTHONY''' 124 28 117 '. 27' -:107- 25 98 22 199 ,32 193!/,.' ,31 .,'1179 a27 125 'A - 20

. . ' P /- '-, ..

NO . COUNTRY 98 -28- 129 37 175 5.0 175 50 123 . 35 126 36 17A 50 174 50
- .., ."'...

OXBOW, . ; 128 31 97 .28 103 30 113 32 ,:.126 ;,35 109 32 19 35 140' 41,
....

... , -RANDOLPH 168: 135 : 130. -.25 14'1 22 --"-172 33 '41:56 30 146- .28 ...1.34 26
...

,- la.- 400L('- ,i
.

__RUTLAND L45 I.23 175 27 156 24 s, '111
"*"17

173" 28 198, 32 - x179,. 29 140 22
f5- ,

A

ST . J OHN$ }WRY. 142 29 -144 29 -.. 129' 110 12. 13-9 26 182 34. 171. 32- 141 29
.

SPRINGFIELD 181 29 1189 30 163 6'' 112. 18s 280. 44 210 33 185 129 133- _21

ar

I
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\
'there arp systematic shifti in funds, they are the result of.variatIon in the

factors mandated by the new Mderal law. 'Of _particular importance is the

variation in the concentration of "disadvantaged stddents" repOrted by the

respective centers. This variation is not strongly correlated with the

economic status indicators (unemployment and,cbncentrationuf low income

families)% suggesting that either the definition, of disadvantaged may need to
* =,

be tightened, or some auditing at4cal reporting may,b "cessary.
.

.

Of

sx

VI

ow

ADDITIONAL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE ISSUES

The primary focus of this study haa'been the development of anew.
.._..

?formula for allocating Vocational eduC'ation monieS. In th.litcOntext of con,

..sidering the,impact.4 a new fbrmula, it would seem useful to analyze, two
. . .._.

.
.

) related issues: -flYincoroorating into the formula. those state monies now

*
dispensed as tuiiion_and/or as direct payments for staff salaries (the other

,.
,

.
_.. ,..,

typeof state aid _used presently, categorical grants for specific programs,

is snore directly _related to the State's objetives and should: be left as is);'
..,,

I 0 and (2) 'requiring area centers to' report. bu
Yo.

ta total'dget (i.e., :one that'
1;

i

. Ag ,
.

.

eludes expenditures140 'for plant operation and maintenance).
.

.0-
The desirability of makiAg.these changes ts,' to a significant degree,.4

.,. ', ms .
.dependent on the empiriearcon'Oquences, Th. y tqbaes helow,show some of the

I.

0

.4.

:effect's. First, howeVer, the rationale- for -(and .

061ections to) making such

changes are briefly outlined.

\k,
site
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7., - ..

.,1)- Dispensing tuition payments through the formula: bUch a change would
1 .

.

simplify the aid process and would further concentrate funds on those
-

area centers judged-by formula criteria to be in -need. Its primary
''.

redistribUtive effect, howeVer, would be to shift- the benefits of

state aid from 'the-sending districts to host districts. Civeyhat host.

districts already.ienroll a disproportionate share of-students, Such a
j

movewouldlikely aggravate the problem. Also, to the extent that shift-
.

.1

ing funds to the formula would have an effect on .the overall state appro-

for vocational education, it would likely decrease: Some

of the problems witth the present tuition system may he related to the

seeminglack of correspondence between.average costs and established

,tuition rates, this despite a stFle law requiring such correspondence-.
S. .

-1

_.Finally, ii,\edlogic of excluding sendag districts without high, schools
fA 4 .',1/ C6

_is. not:cloas7givep tat the actual tuition -is AVOut 25 percent of full
. - ..' '

.

cost, otclughlt

4
eddca

41

cexcess presemediko be associated with vocational'

;0 ,... i : , ,_
2) Dispensi th current powdentsAoestaff.. ga+aried through'the formula.

,.
...

. - 4 . ..
-wouleseem to simplify'tAeaid

prizcetS.and-4ouldrapParently"have little
,

.....-. . :14

.
.

,-.effect on the distributiqw.c4(aid,f. ain;" a'poSsible reserYitiort.is the.'
. d -

.
, ,

_

iMpact.'on the overall appropriatibrr,, ven.4hat these itemsar4 supported
.

tk.... . &
/ ,

at 75. ercent-,

3) Data on-e&tal bUdgets

.

4

4.

'

4'
is only available for ,Fy 19754 Analy;is of this

,P 1r

ti



so
QV-

1 4
,

data s ggests-that while the expenditures tor plant operation and

mainte ance are a substantial part of total -costs (overall, about

one-third); includi6g them in the allocation base, would not cause any

significant shifts in the distribution.- The priQary benefit might be.

. to help better

as between the

identify Who really bears

host districts and

the costs of the area centers,

sending,districts; in doing so, some

of the variation betwedh tuitions- and

might be eliminatld. Including these

average,costs within districts

expenditures might also act as a

catalyst for increagIng'the total state appropriation for vocational

oak
education (ito the extent that that appropriation is tied to total ex-,

.
penditures.)

.or
The principle drawback is that inclusion might weaken,

efforts to encourage expenditures on the Par,ticularitems

." 40o*

e
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now covered,
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.COMPARISON,OY TUITION Alb AND FORMULA ADS

FY1976
AREA
CENTER

TUITION,:

/STUDENT
COST/

PUPIL RATIb
%AIDED IF TUITION STUDENTS

AS '% OF ENROLL.TUITION FORMULA

BARRE .

TIFAiiii

BRATTLEBOROBRATTLEBORO i
BURLINGTON
ESSEX JCT.
HARTFORD ''

LAMbILLE
MIDDLEBURY
MT. ANTHONY-
NO. COUNTRY
OXBOW
RANDOLPH

'

"'"'t,
4.

I

4 :. ..s.--

/ :. i.

/ i 3'

Y.--;:-

4, -,,'-ra!`

31'
.3-.. -'

`HZ 4, -- -4,
..,,, -; n
3 ' 1 ',/
3 1 -.1

-
.

.'. ' 2 '"
1,

-

- , ?

.%-,'" ''",'

e.,,"/ -11

" ..

,. . ,

r ,, ,,.. /

.s. .1 7

11

. .--

-

-, :

: l

S

I

1ek

v.

f

/ n

/

/

.2."%

0 to

RUT D. el;)r) , ) _ .

S S 01111S BURY 5-E. '
INGFIELD ..i. -,.'. ;.: / ,

INCLUDING ANCILLAR .COSTS IP FORMULA AID
-FY.1976

AREA ANCILLARY AS- CURRENT'ANCIL- 'RELATIVE COST .AID IF ALL FORMULA
(CENTER % OF TOTAL

.

BARRE

4KA 1-7

BRATTLEBORO , )5,
BURLINGTON

LARY.AID- PER PUPIL

ESSEX JCT.
HARTFORD

-

LAMOILLE
MIDDLEBURY
MT. ANTHONY ?

NO

OXBOW
RANDiLPH
RUTLAND q-

.S;. JOHNSBURY
SPRINGFIELD

. '

(AS. % OF CURRENT) a

0

t
0

.1

a

t -
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